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	Introduction
In many OECD-countries jobcentres have become a prominent feature of the public employment services. According to Struyven (2005), the formation of jobcentres is a general wave based on the belief that existing employment service structures have not proven effective enough. However, even though jobcentres are found in many countries (USA, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Germany, New Zealand, Australia and Denmark, to name a few) they are less similar than indicated by the common label. Obviously there are similarities, but the idea-sets that jobcentres are based on, are not just passively transferred from one country to another. The models must not only be custom made to the specific labour market systems and political preconditions; the models must also be translated to fit existing problem definitions in each country. The process of translation is important for understanding both similarities and differences between the many jobcentre-models. This paper deals with the question of how the jobcentre idea was translated and to quite some extent transformed from a British and Dutch context to fit into a Danish context.
   In the process of crafting the Danish jobcentre reform, Danish politicians and officials studied the jobcentre models of other countries. Special interest was paid to jobcentres in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. This interest manifests itself in several government reports that explicitly mention the two countries as sources of inspiration for the government. In an analysis of the Danish labour market produced by the Ministry of Employment, the Dutch and British models are thoroughly analysed in a chapter of almost twenty pages. (e.g. Ministry of Employment, 2003). In an answer to the parliament’s Labour Market Committee on what experiences other countries have had with a unified employment service, the members of the committee were referred to this analysis. In another policy paper of the Ministry of Employment (Ministry of Employment, 2004) it is explicitly mentioned that the government’s reform is inspired by other countries, and that politicians have visited both the Netherlands and the United Kingdom to learn more about their systems.
   When Danish politicians visited British and Dutch jobcentres in 2003 to look for inspiration, a  silent agreement had already been reached between the government and the opposition that a unified employment service was preferable in principle. However, a lot of questions remained, e.g.  How can insured and uninsured clients be handled in practice within the same system? How can the system be designed to produce tailor made solutions for clients? What role for the social partners? Should private actors be granted the opportunity to supply activation and labour market programmes for unemployed? etc. The touring politicians hoped to find answers to such questions by studying the Dutch and British jobcentres.
   In this paper we examine how the inspiration from Dutch and British jobcentre-models was used by political decision makers in crafting the Danish jobcentre-structure. First, we introduce the Danish case and identify the three main ideas in the reform. Next, we introduce the theoretical frameworks of policy translation and conceptual analysis; we try to expand on the literature on policy translation by analysing how ideas from abroad are used as weapons in political struggles at the national level. The subsequent analysis demonstrates that important elements from the British and Dutch models were indeed transferred, but these ideas had to be adjusted quite substantially to fit the national political and ideational context. In this section we also seek theoretically informed answers as to why the Danish politicians drew inspiration from the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, and why they gave preference to particular elements over others. In the conclusion it is argued that the national context invites certain foreign mindsets but renders others impossible. This means that policy transfer is a very complex process where politicians are highly selective and have to be very careful to fit ideas from abroad to the national political and ideational context. This also explains why the final result in another country may be highly different to the policies and ideas that served as inspiration.

	The Danish jobcentre reform
As part of a major restructuring of the Danish public sector (Strukturreformen – The Danish Structural Reform) jobcentres were established in Denmark in January 2007. The jobcentre reform created a new structure for employment service where ‘one-stop shops’ carried out servicing (mediation of labour, activation schemes, visitation, job guidance and job plans) of all unemployed people.​[1]​ The bourgeois government had already in 2002 stated its ambitions of a unified system in the labour-market reform ‘Flere i Arbejde’ (More People Working). The long-term ambition of the reform was to create a one-tier system for all unemployed people. The insurance status of the unemployed was to be disregarded, and instead the effort should be based on individual needs (Government, 2002a: 1 2002a:12). Thus, the More People Working reform in 2002 is the precursor to the jobcentre reform. More People Working was a continuation of the active Danish labour market reforms of the 1990’s, with an even stronger focus on work-incentives (especially for immigrants) and a weaker emphasis on a human development approach to activation (Jørgensen, 2006). Though the reform did not take the final step to actually unify the two tiers into one, it was argued that all unemployed people should be serviced based on the same rules and principles regardless of insurance status (Government, 2002a: 1). This approach to active labour market policy was not employed on an institutional level until the jobcentre reform was decided on in 2004.
   The jobcentre reform, which in 2005 was passed in parliament with a weak majority, created a unified one-tier employment service in Denmark. Previous analyses of the Danish jobcentre reform (Christiansen & Klitgaard, 2008; Bredgaard & Larsen, 2007) have focused on the political struggle over where the new one-tier system should be institutionally anchored – in the municipalities or the in the state. The interest in who ended up with the prime responsibility for implementing the new structure is well reasoned​[2]​. However, we also need to know the political and ideational background for the reform, and not least how it was related to the wave of ‘one-stop-shops’ in West European Countries. If we understand jobcentres from the perspective of policy transfer, it can be analysed as a set of ideas combined in the concept of a jobcentre. Apart from the underlying perception that a unified structure could perform better than a two-tier structure (efficiency and productivity), three central ideas or core issues can be identified in the Danish jobcentre reform. We argue that the jobcentre policy was built on three basic ideas or conceptions: 1) Individualisation, 2) equal status the unemployed, regardless of insurance status, and 3) inclusion of private actors. All of the ideas have a historic background in Danish labour market policy: Individualisation was an idea mainly introduced in the Danish labour market reforms of the 1990s; bourgeois parties argued for a one tier labour market structure during the 1990s, but the idea was   continuously rejected by the Social Democratic government; and the bourgeois parties have also for a long time argued for inclusion of private actors in a market for employment service, until recently without much luck. What is new, however, is that all three ideas are combined in a jobcentre concept that was first identified in a foreign context by Danish politicians. In this section, we conceptualise the three basic ideas of Danish jobcentres in order to identify the translation process of each idea in the ensuing analysis.

Individualisation
The Danish jobcentre reform is closely connected to the notion that employment service should be based on the needs of the individual. This has become a common tendency in several EU countries. The individualisation takes different shapes, but most countries are ‘making it personal’ (van Berkel & Valkenburg, 2007). In the Danish jobcentre reform, the idea of individualisation is based on the belief that unemployed people have individual abilities, strengths and motivation. The key to reintegration is to stimulate these resources through incentives, education and individual job plans. The catch phrase has been to help the individual help herself (Government, 2002a: 11). It is evident that the bourgeois government believes that individual needs are central for reintegration:

“The reintegration efforts should be determined by the needs of the unemployed, rather than whether the unemployed is insured or not. The system must be adjusted to the individual, not the other way around” (Government, 2002a: 1; authors’ translation). 

There is strong emphasis on individual needs in the Danish jobcentre reform: 

“The effort to employ people should be based on the needs and resources of the individual, not which ‘cash-register’ he belongs to (Government, 2004: 13, authors’ translation). 

The existing two-tier structure is criticised for being either too focused on social problems of the unemployed, instead of trying to find work; or too focused on getting the client work without trying to solve social problems​[3]​. The effort should instead be focused around the needs of the individual by making it possible to combine social- and employment-oriented efforts. The one-tier structure it thought to make these different focuses go hand in hand. This is a central goal since “social and economic problems are connected, and must therefore be solved in parallel” (Government, 2004: 32; authors’ translation).

Equal status of the unemployed
The idea of “Equal status of the unemployed” is based on the notion that here are equally strong and weak clients among insured and uninsured clients. Thus, the two-tier structured division between them has historic rather than employment‐related reasons. This has been a central argument for a unified employment service in Denmark. Given that there is a likeness between insured and uninsured clients, why then have two systems dealing with the same kind of clients? It has been argued by the bourgeois government on several occasions that the supposed difference between insured and uninsured clients is an illusion. 
   According to the government, the AF (the state-controlled Danish employment service for insured clients) and the municipalities respectively are not able to deal with the combination of socially oriented and work-related problems that clients encounter. The municipalities cannot handle unemployed people without social problems. The state on the other hand is not able to help clients with social problems effectively enough, but focus all their effort on getting people a job (Government, 2002a: 9, 10; 2002b: 17, 18):

 “In both AF [that handles insured clients] and the municipalities [that handle uninsured clients] there are people caught in the system. And in both systems there are persons who by their own help find a job. In reality you cannot divide the unemployed into a strong group of insured and a weak group of uninsured” (Government, 2004: 15, authors’ translation). 

Hence the starting point for employment service should be the same for everybody and differences in measures are to be determined by individual needs not insurance status. To bring the argument to a head: everybody is different, thus everybody is alike.

	Inclusion of private actors in employment service 
The Danish jobcentres are able to use ‘other actors’ in activation, education and training programmes. In general the Danish jobcentres are to a large degree free to choose what methods to use, including the option to include private actors. In principle, there are no constraints on what parts of the employment service that are up for outsourcing: “Other actors can be included in all employment-efforts” (Ministry of Employment, 2002: 12; authors’ translation). Clients have the same rights and obligations when confronted with a private supplier of services as when serviced by the public jobcentres (Ministry of Employment, 2002). What is ground breaking about this particular policy is the total removal of constraints regarding whom, when and how this inclusion is to be done (Bredgaard et. al. 2003). The liberalization of the public employment service was part of the reform More People Working (2002), and with the jobcentre reform (2004) the municipalities were also part of this liberalization. The bourgeois government had a clear strategy of liberalising the employment policy, which has been a common tendency in a large number of European countries (for an overview see Bredgaard & Larsen 2005: part 2).

	Policy translation and the nature of ideas
	
	From policy transfer to policy translation
In policy analyses, cross-country transfer of policies and ideas has attracted increasing interest. Theories and methods are varied, and so are the keywords: policy transfer (Rose, 1991; Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996, 2000; Evans & Davies, 1999; Ram et al., 2007; Radaelli, 2000; see also James & Lodge, 2003), policy convergence (Knill, 2005), policy diffusion (Braun & Gilardi, 2008; Simmons & Elkins, 2004) or policy learning (Meseguer, 2005). In this paper we shall draw in particular on a subgroup of theories that emphasize the complex adaptation of inspiration from abroad. They are centred on the keyword policy translation and are inspired, e.g. by linguistic and ideational theories of translation (Johnson & Hagström, 2005; Czarniawska & Joerges, 1996; Freeman, 2008a, 2008b).
   Policy translation theories have criticized mainstream policy transfer for a too mechanistic (and sometimes too rationalistic) perspective on policy transfer. Policy and knowledge tends to be seen as fixed entities that are moved from one context to another. Policy translation theories put less emphasis on the sender and more on the receiver - how the receiver comprehends and adapts the policy. From linguistics, policy translation theory borrows the notion that translation of a text always involves a new interpretation (Freeman, 2006). The receiver is in a central position, because she is creating a new text and thus a new policy. Further, policy translation theory emphasizes how these actors’ local environments affect their perception of policy elements transferred from other countries. In Freeman’s (2008a) words: ”Policy is made as it moves” (p. 7).
   Freeman’s (2007) conceptualisation of actors as bricoleurs (or handymen) provides us with a plausible theory of how politicians and civil servants think and act. Freeman (2007) argues that politicians and officials work across different epistemological domains employing rational, institutional and situational learning. In this perspective ”learning consists in ’piecing together’ what they know from different sources in different ways” (p. 485). Freeman (2007) uses the image of the bricoleur, who acquires and assembles tools and materials as he goes:

”Each [tool] is shaped in part by its previous application but remains inevitably underdetermined, imperfectly understood, open to manipulation for whatever purpose is at hand” (Freeman, 2007: 486).

We believe, this can be specified further by looking at the path dependence of ideas, on the one hand, and rational interests of political actors on the other. In the following analysis, we shall focus on how British and Dutch policy ideas about jobcentres were translated to a Danish context where they had to combine with already existing dominant ideas to be accepted in a compromise between political parties.
   To expand on the role of ideas, we do not think that the nature of ideas has been satisfactorily conceptualised in the policy translation literature. Freeman (2008a, 2008b) indirectly touches upon the problem by focusing on texts in the translation process, but we need a more comprehensive conceptualisation of the nature and path dependence of ideas. This is elaborated in the following section. 

	The nature of ideas in policy translation
Our analysis of the working of ideas is inspired by Michael Freeden’s (1996) work on political ideology. Even though Freeden’s object is rather far from the kind of ideas that are directly involved in policy formation, quite a few of his theoretical observations can be adapted to this issue. Like discourse theory, and in opposition to traditional analyses of political ideology, Freeden breaks with the notion that the meaning of ideas derives from a core. Instead, ideas function like words in a sentence: The meaning of a word is created from its relation to the rest of the words in a sentence. By the same token, "political concepts acquire meaning...through their particular location within a constellation of other political concepts" (Freeden, 1996: 54). This means that if an idea is removed or added to an already existing constellation of ideas, it can have significant effect both on the meaning of the idea and the meaning of the components of the already existing network of ideas.
   Second, ideas are always historically constituted. New ideas are often founded on older ideas, or at least have to combine with these. This creates a considerable degree of ideational path dependency. This point is analogous to the point among ‘ideas matter’-theorists that ideas are historically embedded (Bèland, forthcoming; Cox, 2001, 2004; Hay, 2006). This path dependence limits the range of possible meanings that can be attributed to an idea.
   Another key notion is the concept of semantic openness. Ideas are never fully controllable even by those actors who invented or promoted them. Some concepts and ideas are very fixed; others have very open and fluid boundaries and tend to be highly sensitive to the environment (Freeden, 1996: 72-73). As the meaning of particular ideas are not fixed, rival actors can change its meaning by coupling it with other ideas. 

“Some elements (...) can be swallowed up whole to form part of the concept we are initially examining, or they can be cannibalized for useful parts” (Freeden, 1996: 67)

This conception of ideas corresponds with Freeman’s (2007) notion of the politician as a handyman using different tools for different purposes. Ideas may very well be regarded like one of the handyman’s tools: ”inevitably underdetermined, imperfectly understood, open to manipulation for whatever purpose is at hand” (Freeman, 2007: 486).

	Policy translation as an ideational weapon
The final question of this section is, how the conception of ideas outlined above, contributes to our understanding of policy translation. Basically, our argument goes that the translation of policy ideas from foreign contexts can be used by politicians and officials as an ideational weapon. It was argued above that actors can change the meaning of an idea – e.g. individualisation of activation in unemployment policy – by coupling the original idea with other ideas leading to a new cluster of ideas and thus new meaning. It was also noted that the path dependence of ideas makes some ideas easier to adopt than others, possibly excluding certain ideas from even being considered. These mechanisms also matter in policy translation.
   First, ideas from other countries can be used as weapons. Identifying an idea that may work in the interest of the actor, she can translate the idea from its original context to her own political system and try to couple the idea with the existing ideas in the system. The translated ideas may very well significantly change its meaning in the process. It seems plausible – and we will seek to support the claim in our empirical analysis – that politicians look to fellow politicians in other countries to identify ideas that can work to their advantage and then seek to apply these to the national idea-environment.
   Second, there are limits to how actors can use foreign ideas to change policy in their home country. Most importantly imported ideas need to fit the ideational streams of the receiving country This often demands appropriating (and thus translating) the policy to the national context. The general point is, then, that the possibility of translating new foreign ideas into existing national network of ideas depends on how well the new ideas fit with the general idea-environment of the receiving country and the semantic openness of the idea you want to change. This also means that there exists a dynamic relationship between new and old ideas: The process of coupling the two changes both ideas.
   Third, what does this tell us about why politicians choose to be inspired by some countries and not others? We are not proposing a unified theory of the selection of inspiration, but we do argue that an important factor in finding inspiration is how well the policy you look at can fit into a national stream of ideas, and how well the idea can be appropriated to the national policy ideas you want to change.
   Finally, many political scientists would be inclined to ignore the importance of ideas and policy transfer except as a legitimization of interest. We find that interests and power of political actors are indeed important factors that have been emphasized too little in the literature about policy transfer/translation. However, the importance of ideas tends to be underestimated in purely interest-oriented theories. The following analysis demonstrates that actors are not able to fully control the meaning of the ideas they propose and support. The meaning of an idea can change when it is combined with another idea. Thus, rival actors can use the semantic openness of an idea to legitimize their interest and further their ideological goals at the expense of the original creator of the idea. Actors’ options, however, are limited by the path-dependence of ideas. Actors cannot use or import ideas as they see fit. Instead they have to be translated into existing ideational streams to gain support and legitimacy. Ideas are not that bendable, thus actors can rarely achieve their goals without appropriating their ideas or conceptions to already existing networks of ideas. 

	Analysis
In the second section of this paper we conceptualised the Danish jobcentre-model as a combination of three ideas: Individualisation; equal status of the unemployed; and inclusion of private actors in employment service. Our theoretical framework suggests that we should look for how the Danish government might have translated Dutch and British ideas to fit the ideational streams in Danish labour market policy, with focus on what possibilities and limits the process of translation created for the government. Thus, in this section we analyse how similar ideas have developed in the Netherland and the United Kingdom, and how these ideas were translated into a Danish context. 

	Individualisation
Individualisation has for a long time been a significant part of British jobcentre-reforms (Stafford & Kellard, 2007). The focus on combining social and employment related initiatives to tailor the effort to the needs of the individual, goes back at least to the end of the 1980’s, where the Jobcentre Service was unified with the Unemployment Benefit Service (Price, 2000). Another landmark was the introduction of Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) in 1996, which aimed at providing a more coherent help to the unemployed. Individualisation was relatively limited in scope during the Conservative government (Finn, 2003), but it laid the ground for further individualised services in connection to New Labour’s ‘New Deal’-programme. In the pilot programme for jobcentres, the so-called ONE Jobcentres, an individualised effort played a central role. Clients were offered a personal counsellor who was supposed to fit the effort to the needs of the clients (Finn, 2000). In Jobcentre Plus, clients are assigned a New Deal Personal Adviser, who offers personal assistance to clients and offers ’tailor made’ solutions (Finn et al., 2005). The system focuses on the needs of the individual, and the aim is ”to move away from a benefit eligibility culture to one of personalized assistance with job search” (Daguerre, 2004: 50)
   A personalized approach to unemployment was also a central reason behind the jobcentre-structure (SUWI-reform) in the Netherlands. In the Centres for Work and Income (CWI) the client is perceived as a customer, whose preferences and needs should be taken into account in decisions on reintegration measures. The notion of individualisation is expressed in a report from the Dutch Ministry of Employment to the European Employment Observatory: 

”Basic assumptions are that customers should be in the centre”; ”The customer is king”; ”To be successful, reintegration must be at the centre of the contact between case manager and the customer” (MISEP, 2003: 21, 24, 41 respectively). 

One of the Dutch government’s main aims in creating jobcentres, was a combination of social and employment-related measures – ”to promote cooperation between the municipal social service organization, social insurance organizations and the Public Employment Service” (Terpstra, 2002: 43). The individualised reintegration agreements – that since 2004 have been entered into by recipients of social service – are seen by the government as an important instrument that ”…enables clients to take control of their own reintegration scheme” (Policy Agenda, 2006, section 3.4).
   The idea of individualisation was not imported by Danish politicians as part of the Danish jobcentre reform. The idea goes back some time in Danish employment policy, at least to the beginning of the 1990’s. In this period the Social Democratic governments reformed Danish labour market policy to include greater room for an individualised effort. The argument for individualisation is centred on both motivating the unemployed to find work as well as increasing the employability of clients. An important instrument in this regard, was the individual “job plan”. In the job plan, the perception of the unemployed is based on the skills, needs and motivation of the individual. The reforms also aimed at increasing the flexibility of activation to accommodate the needs of the individual (Larsen & Langager, 1998).
   The Liberal-Conservative government that came to power in 2001 maintained the individualisation in employment policy, but somewhat changed its focus: from human capital/development to workfare. Eligibility criteria and requirements to take available jobs were tightened, and benefits were cut for certain groups. With its focus on finding ‘the shortest road to employment’, the Danish Liberal-Conservative government pushed employment policy towards workfare rather than human capital and the upgrading of skills.
   The wish to individualise employment service was an important reason for the Liberal-Conservative government to introduce jobcentres in Denmark. The government wanted to make employment service more sensible to the connection between social problems and unemployment through a closer coordination of social and employment-related initiatives (Governemt, 2004). According to the government, the effort to reintegrate clients in the labour market should focus on the resources and needs of the individual, not least through a personalised job plan. The Minister of Employment, Claus Hjort Frederiksen, strongly supported an individualised effort, and has often referred to the Dutch model as a successful:

”In the Netherlands the effort is organised on the basis of the individual. It is not a factory, where unemployed people are thrown into work on an assembly line. Everyone is offered individualised help” (Jyllands-Posten, 2002; authors’ translation)

Translating ‘Individualisation’
As mentioned above, the Liberal-Conservative government has changed the focus of the individualised effort from a human capital approach towards a work-first approach. Given the resemblance to ideational developments in the United Kingdom, it is plausible that Danish politicians were inspired by British unemployment policies, especially the New Deals. What can explain this interest in British policy? A clue to the answer is found by comparing the development in the position on individualisation of the New Labour government and the Danish Liberal-Conservative government, respectively. New Labour accepted the Conservatives’ focus on motivation and control, but added to this a strong focus on an individualised and tailor made solutions to unemployed people (Finn, 2003). In Denmark, the reverse situation is found: The Liberal-Conservative government built its emphasis on motivation and control on the Social Democrats’ idea of individualisation. Thus, the British ideas on individualisation and motivation were instrumental to the Danish government in introducing a stricter benefit regime with a simultaneous focus on individualisation. 
   In the case of individualisation, then, it seems the Danish government has not translated much from the systems in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. The idea of individualisation already existed in Denmark long before the jobcentre reform. The Liberal-Conservative government has however changed the focus of individualisation in Denmark, perhaps by translating the ideas of New Labour into a Danish context.
   The Libearl-Conservative government’s use of a British version of individualisation, corresponds well with the mechanisms analysed in our theoretical argument. First, we argued that ideas from abroad can be translated into national political systems and used as ideational weapons, and second, that the possibilities of translation are limited by the streams of ideas already present in the local context. Even though it might have wanted to, the Danish bourgeois government was not able to directly transfer a focus on motivation and control to a Danish context. Instead, it had to translate the ideas into the existing network of ideas that were focused around individualisation. This, however, also illustrates the possibility of change in coupling ideas: The bourgeois government was able to affect important parts of the unemployment policy by using the semantic openness of the idea of individualisation to inject a motivational twist to its meaning.

	Equal status of the unemployed
Above we argued that the idea of equal status of the unemployed was a central part of the Danish jobcentre reform. In short, the government argued that activation and employment service must not be different for insured and uninsured clients. More people Working marked a consensus regarding this rationale, finally implemented on an institutional level with the jobcentre reform. The consensus also marked a rather breaking policy shift, especially for the social democrats. But to what extent is the Danish consensus connected to the NL and the UK? We argue that the Danish Liberal-Conservative government translated parts of the Dutch policy on a one-tier structure for employment service. The Dutch have unified the employment service for insured and uninsured clients, which has been a point of reference made by the Danish politicians and the Ministry of Employment. However, different systems of unemployment insurance and endogenous ideational and political streams have made it necessary to translate the Dutch ideas to a Danish context.
   The Dutch jobcentre reform (SUWI) entailed equal treatment of the insured and uninsured clients, as did the Danish-reform. However, equal treatment was limited to employment service, as the benefit structure remained divided in two tiers. Though employment service is determined in the jobcentres on the basis of employability, benefits are still differentiated between insured and uninsured unemployed. The municipalities have the responsibilities for payment of social assistance and the UVW takes care of unemployment benefits. However, when it comes to activation and reintegration measures, all unemployed people are covered by the same rules. The Dutch system of unemployment insurance is based on mandatory, labour-market contributions. This makes it different from the Danish system (based on voluntary contributions) and the British system (needs tested flat rate) as benefits only depends on whether you are on the labour market or not. 
   The United Kingdom has had a one-tier benefit-system for quite some time. With the Job Seekers Allowance a unified flat-rate benefit was introduced. JSA contains a two-way differentiation as it covers a contributory-based (6 moth limited) supplement to a smaller needs-tested benefit. As Clasen (2007) states: 

”The UK government makes a distinction not so much between contributory and non-contributory (assistance) benefit, but between benefits for working age people and other benefit groups” (p. 44).

Hence, the British system does not differentiate between insured and un-insured clients in relation to benefits. How about activation and other employment-related measures, then? Regarding re-integration measures the British case seem similar to the Dutch (and the Danish). All unemployed are serviced in the Jobcentre Plus covered by the same rules and regulations. 
      We find it likely that the primary inspiration came from the Netherlands. This is supported by the fact that the Danish Minister of Employment at several occasions has used the Dutch one-tier structure for insured end uninsured unemployed as a point of reference (Minister of Employment, 2003a; 2003b). Though fundamental institutional differences regarding unemployment insurance persist (Ghent versus mandatory unemployment insurance contribution), there are still important similarities between the Netherlands and Denmark. Most importantly that the Dutch have established a one-tier employment service, and maintained a two-tier benefit-structure – just as it is the case in Denmark Thus, on an institutional level the Dutch case could be used as an inspiration to the Danish government in crafting their jobcentre policy.


Translating ‘Equal status of the unemployed’
The Dutch case was also useful to the government on an ideational level. To analyse this dimension of translation, it is necessary to examine the follow up to the Danish political consensus on the idea of ‘equal status of the unemployed’. The analysis focuses on the development in the position of the Social Democratic Party and the leading government-party from 2001, Venstre.
   The idea of ‘Equal status of the unemployed’ has not been actively used in connection with the Social Democratic labour market reforms of the 1990s. Though the idea dates back to the beginning of the 1990’s, it did not gain prominence until the Liberal-Conservative government of 2001. The question of insurance status was not an issue in the Social Democratic labour market reforms of the 1990s. Thus, it is safe to conclude that the Social Democratic government did not support the idea of ‘Equal status of the unemployed’. However, the preferences of the Social Democratic Party underwent a significant change around 2003 (when the party was in opposition), where the chairman of the party at that time, Mogens Lykketoft, acknowledged the necessity of a one-tier system. The idea of ‘Equal status of the unemployed’ is placed centrally in his argument: 

We need to unite the measures to combat unemployment for all unemployed so they are treated uniformly and get the same offers for employment and education, regardless of whether you are insured or not. (Jyllands-Posten, 2003; authors’ translation).

Venstre’s position on the idea of ‘Equal status of the unemployed’ has been rather clear through the 1990s. Venstre has for long supported the establishment of a one-tier labour market policy (both regarding employment service and benefit-structure). There are many examples of this support. An important example can be found in 1996, when Anders Fogh Rasmussen (who would in 2001 become Prime Mister) produced a policy paper suggesting a reform of the benefit structure. Anders Fogh Rasmussen argues that all unemployed should be covered by the same rules, and that a benefit similar to Jobseeker’s Allowance should replace existing benefits and social assistance. This position was kept intact when Venstre formed government with the Conservatives, save for one important difference: Venstre no longer argued for a unified benefit structure. 
   As mentioned, Venstre’s policy on a one-tier benefit structure in the mid 1990s resembled the British Jobseekers Allowance. However, the party changed their approach significantly in the late 1990s and the early 2000s. As they presented More People Working they still advocated a one-tier employment service, but now gave up on plans of a one tier benefit structure a´ la Jobseekers Allowance. This shift can be explained by the fact that the Bourgeois government wanted a large majority to pass the reform, and the support of the social partners (Goul Andersen & Albrekt Larsen, 2004). 
   We saw from the conceptualisation section two, how the idea of individualisation – which was first conceptualised by the Social Democratic government in the beginning of the 1990’s – was semantically open to the idea of handling both insured and uninsured clients within the same system. It was argued that the existing separation of insured and uninsured clients in two systems was unnecessarily rigid, considering that activation and employment service should be tailor made to the needs of the individual. In this way, an argument for placing insured and uninsured clients in the same system – an idea that previously had been wholeheartedly rejected by the Social Democrats – was coupled to the idea of individualisation. The coupling thus created the background for reaching agreement on a one-tier system.
   We once again see certain limits on how effectively imported ideas can be used in local contexts. What changed in the position of Venstre regarding a one-tier structure was that they ended up accepting that the benefit structure remained organised in to two tiers. This was probably a large part of the reason why the Danish government chose to emphasise the Dutch model over the British in relation to the question of insured and uninsured clients: It was possible to fit the ideas represented in the Dutch system into the coupling between individualisation and the idea ‘Equal status of the unemployed’. The English case was not usable as a source of inspiration, because it would have been a threat to the traditional Danish focus on sustaining living standard in unemployment as opposed to the poverty alleviation of English labour policy.
   The analysis illustrates how the injection of an idea into an existing network of ideas can lead to a significant change in perception of both problems and solutions. When the idea that insured and uninsured clients should be helped within the same system was coupled with the notion of individualisation, it had the effect of altering the Social Democrats’ opinion on a one-tier system. The inspiration drawn from the Netherlands could in this context be used instrumentally by the bourgeois government to change the meaning of individualisation, in turn leading to a whole other organization of activation and employment service. 

	Inclusion of private actors in employment service
Tendering reforms of employment service are not unique to Danish labour market policy. Employment service has been tendered in a number of Western countries focusing on the efficiency gains that a liberalised public employment service supposedly creates (Bredgaard & Larsen, 2005: part 2). Also the Netherlands and the United Kingdom have to a rather large extent ‘contracted out’, and the Danish Minister of Employment has at several occasions praised mainly the Dutch reforms. Furthermore, there are strong similarities between Denmark, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, which supports the plausibility of travelling ideas. However, we argue that there are also significant differences that can be explained as part of a translation process, where the foreign ideas have had to be fitted to ideational and political streams in Denmark. In this section we analyse tendering reforms in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and Denmark to determine how the foreign ideas were translated to the danish context.
   2001 is a milestone for Dutch tendering reforms. The Dutch employment service has undergone a strong privatization, where a major part of the employment service has been tendered to private corporations and KLIQ.​[4]​ As in Denmark, the Dutch tendering reforms were passed in the context of a unification of the existing two tier employment structure. The reforms have left the social partners in a rather weak position:  

“In the Dutch model there is no longer a purchaser structure with any involvement on the part of employees and employers, except on a sectoral basis” (Struyven & Steurs 2003: 23).

The public CWIs are responsible for visitation and assessments of all unemployed and they are responsible for reintegration services for the most employable clients. The rest of the clients, however, are serviced by private actors (and KLIQ). The SUWI reform was based on a belief in the market’s abilities, and more concretely that further competition could improve the reintegration service. The Dutch government had: 

”set itself the aim of creating a mature reintegration market with healthy market relationships. Unlike tasks such as the assessment of the right to benefits, continuation and investigation, which must not be influenced by commercial interests, the Dutch government considers that reintegration lends itself well to competition.” (Koning, 2004: 14)

The municipalities and the UWV are buyers with the overall responsibility. They are to pick the most cost-effective suppliers of reintegration services. The tendering is based on the conception that the introduction of private actors increases efficiency, reduces costs and apparently minimizes the influence of social partners (as argued by Bredgaard et. al. 2005). Furthermore, the introduction of private actors creates competition for KLIQ, former ES, as it competes on equal terms. 
   Tendering is no new phenomenon in British public employment service, as private actors were a rather large part of the employment service already in the mid 1980s following the Conservative strategy of defanging the labour market unions. Thus, contracting out was already a common phenomenon when JSA was introduced in 1996. With the introduction of the New Deals and Jobcentre Plus, New Labour argued that the jobcentres were to act as ‘playmakers’ or gate-keepers for private suppliers of reintegration services. Building on the already existing (conservative) arguments for competition and cost-efficiency, New Labour agued that the private market could best personalise the employment service. Contracting out was coupled with the idea of  individualisation, and thus New Labour reformulated the already existing conservative idea. This is analogous to the development in Denmark, where the inclusion of other actors is closely connected with an ambition of a personalised and needs based effort.  

Translating ‘Inclusion of private actors’
The Danish tendering reforms, More People Working and the jobcentre reform, are not as radical as those in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. In the Danish system, the labour unions are in a privileged position (as it is also partly the case in the Netherlands), as only ten percent of the reintegration services are carried out by private actors. The reforms are more extensive in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, where a large part of reintegration services are carried out by private firms. The Danish reforms have placed labour organisations in a privileged position – far from the more liberal tendering in the UK. However the Dutch have retained the social partners’ position to create support for the employment efforts. The Dutch reforms have totally privatised the actual delivery of employment service. The municipalities and the Institute for Unemployment Insurance have the overall responsibility, but activation, education, job-training etc. is carried out by private actors.
   No such radical liberalization was undertaken in Denmark. The British and Dutch ideas have had to be translated into a Danish context, where inclusion of other actors have historically been focused on the social partners (not private corporations). Thus, the Danish labour/employer organisations have always had privileged positions in Danish labour market policy. And though parts of the Danish employment service have been tendered, the social partners remain strong (at least compared to the UK and NL). Danish politicians and government officials have openly argued that especially the Dutch model could function as a point of reference for Danish tendering reforms, but the radical privatization in the Netherlands has been toned down in the Danish case. The idea of including private actors in the employment service had to be accommodated to a Danish tradition of a privileged position for the social partners.
   To recap, the strongest inspiration for the policy on private actors in the market for activation came from the Netherlands. The main reason seems to be that the Dutch system, unlike the British, in some ways preserved a position for the labour unions in employment policy. The model for privatization in the Netherlands provided the labour unions with an opportunity to enter the market for activation services. This somewhat resembles the situation in the Danish case. To maintain the support of the Social Democrats to introduce private actors on a market for employment service – and to fit the idea into the ideational tradition of Danish labour market policy – it was necessary to maintain a privileged position for labour unions by letting them offer their services on the market. The Dutch system could function as an inspiration, because the Danish government was looking for a combination of stronger private initiative coupled with a privileged status for labour unions. These developments once again illustrate both the usefulness of foreign inspiration as an ideational weapon and the limits to its use. The local, Danish context made it necessary to couple an idea of private actors on a market with an individualised perspective as well as a privileged position for the unions. These ideational and political combinations made the otherwise controversial idea of a private market for activation acceptable to the Social Democrats and the labour unions.

	Conclusion
Jobcentres in different shapes and forms can be found in many Western public employment systems. There are certain similarities between these models, but they are not alike. Each is adjusted to the national labour market policy in accordance with its historical and political background. This is also the case in Denmark. The Danish government crafted the jobcentre-model around the same principles as the Dutch and British models: individualisation, a unified one-tier structure for employment service and the creation of a quasi-market for employment services. However, the analysis revealed that a process of translation has occurred. Individualisation was already a big part of Danish labour market policy, but the Liberal-Conservative government used the British connection between individualisation and workfare to bolster a stronger focus on the (lack of) motivation on the part of the unemployed. The government drew more inspiration from the Netherlands in constructing a unified, one-tier employment service and in the construction of a quasi-market for employment service. In both cases the Dutch model could be translated into a Danish context, where the Liberal-Conservative government wished to keep both Social Democrats and the labour unions content. Thus, the differences between the Danish model and the British and Dutch model are not only due to differences in the institutional set-up but also to different political and ideational situations in the countries.
   Policy translation takes into consideration that policy moves – and that it is made as it moves (Freeman, 2008a). However, we believe that previous analyses of policy translation have not satisfactorily conceptualised the dynamics of policy ideas. Much interest has been paid to the receiver of ideas, and with good reason. But to understand how ideas are translated to local contexts it is necessary to create a theoretical framework for understanding how the nature of ideas works. This framework can then identify what limits and possibilities translated ideas have to gain success in the local context. We emphasized how it is not just the intrinsic attraction or feasibility of an idea that determines its strength in the local context. More important is that the new idea can be injected into existing networks of ideas. This point was demonstrated in the empirical analysis. The liberal-conservative government had to appropriate the foreign inspiration to the Danish context, both to accommodate the Social Democrats and the national stream of ideas. This was the backdrop for the use of the Dutch and British jobcentre-models, and it made it necessary to limit the scope of the reform in important respects.
    In this respect, our analysis lends support to Freeman’s argument that politicians act as handymen or bricoleurs who assemble their policies from a range of perspectives – both rational, institutional and social circumstances are taken into consideration by the political handyman (Freeman, 2008a). In policy translation, politicians do not just pick up ideas and employ them in their local context. Instead, ideas and policies have to be created anew when they are applied and appropriated to a new context. Thus, the national idea-environment forms the basis for what policies politicians take an interest in and consider translating.
   This is important when analysing cross-national similarities and differences in implementation of new ideas like jobcentres. If the implementation is understood simply as a functional answer to changing employment figures, or perhaps as rational actors maximizing their interests, we are not able to fully account for either differences or similarities. Instead, jobcentres are part of a West European trend of ideas that are promoted by actors in organisations, and then adapted to different political and ideational contexts. Thus, to fully understand the dissemination of the jobcentre-model – both its causes and consequences – it is necessary to study how the ideas travel, and how actors appropriate them to their particular countries and use them in local political struggles.
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^1	 	 Before the Jobcentre Reform, employment service was divided between the state and the municipalities. The latter carried out employment service for unemployed people on social assistance – people without unemployment insurance, while the former serviced people on unemployment benefits – people with unemployment insurance.
^2	 	 The reform ended up creating a divided responsibility between the municipalities and the state within the jobcentres. Municipal case managers have the responsibility for uninsured clients, whereas state employees handle insured clients. 
^3	 	 The state-controlled employment service has often been criticised for being too work-oriented while the municipalities were given critique for being over focused on social issues.
^4	 	 KLIQ (the former ES) is a public owned firm competing with private firms regarding reintegration services.
